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T1-1 The introductory remarks in this letter make reference to sections of the DEIR and 
Groundwater Study in which the Barona Indian Reservation is discussed.  The 
comment accurately reflects the documents’ content with the exception of the 
discussion regarding Figure 3.10 of the Groundwater Study.  Figure 3.10 does not 
depict the Barona Indian Reservation as having the potential for low well yield nor 
does it depict any well locations on the Barona Indian Reservation since the County 
has no records of well locations on the Reservation.  The map does depict 31 wells 
along Old Barona Road and Wildcat Canyon Road area.  In addition, the County has 
removed Barona Reservation from the list of high quantity/clustered groundwater 
users as discussed in Section 2.9.1, Section 3.2.2, Section 3.5.2, and shown on 
Figure 3-9 of the Groundwater Study.   

 
T1-2 Issues raised in the comment make reference to the methodology used in the 

Groundwater Study.  No response is required. 
 
T1-3 This comment cites some of the data described in the Groundwater Study.  No 

response is required. 
 
T1-4 The comment questions the conclusion that the Barona Band’s development has 

depleted reserves in aquifers shared with local residents.  The DEIR was revised in 
Section 2.9.1.2 to clarify that the Barona Indian Reservation has depleted reserves in 
its on-reservation basin.  Section 2.9.1.2 of the DEIR was further revised to state that 
no data is available to definitively determine whether the depleted and dry wells 
along Old Barona Road were impacted by reservation groundwater pumping.  The 
revised text lists other potential causal factors including lack of recharge from 
drought conditions, clustered wells on small residential parcels, and low storage 
capacity of the aquifer.  The Groundwater Study was also revised in Section 2.73, 
Section 3.1.2.3, and Section 3.5.1.1 to make the same clarifying remarks.   

 
T1-5 A 34-year water balance was conducted for the Barona Basin in which the 

methodology and data gathering is described on pages 35 to 46 of DEIR Appendix 
D: Groundwater Study.  Groundwater recharge was calculated for the Barona Basin 
including the Reservation using the same methodologies as all other basins in the 
study area.  The precipitation, evapotranspiration, runoff, and soil moisture capacities 
of soils were compiled to calculate groundwater recharge over a 34-year period.  The 
amount of groundwater in storage for the basin was estimated based on a review of 
geologic maps for the basin and a review of off-Reservation well logs.  How 
groundwater demand was estimated for Barona Reservation is discussed in detail 
within the next response below. 

 
T1-6 Since the County does not have access to any Barona Indian Reservation 

information regarding the amount of actual groundwater demand, the County 
estimated groundwater demand from land uses and other information documented 
within the following sources: Second Environmental Evaluation of Off-Reservation 
Effects of Barona Casino Resort Expansion Project by Ninyo & Moore dated 
December 2000; the Report on the Need for Emergency Water Supply prepared for 
the Barona Tribal Water Authority by Civiltec Engineering, Inc. dated May 28, 2002; 
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and SANDAG data available for number of housing units on Barona Indian 
Reservation. Table T1-6 below is a comparison of what the County estimated as 
groundwater demand and what the tribal document estimated as projected 
groundwater demand in 2002: 

 
Table T1-6: Comparison of County- and Tribal-Projected Groundwater Demand (2002) 

 
2002 Report Projected Water 

Demand  (acre-ft / year) 
County Estimate for Study 

(acre-ft / year) 

Potable Water – Residences 94 81 
Potable Water – Casino & Hotel 401 306 
Non-Potable – Irrigation 604 438 
Total Water Demand 1,099 825 
Reclaimed Water -268 -268 
Total Water Demand After 
Consideration of Reclaimed Water 

831 557 

 
 The numbers as documented within the 2002 Civiltec Engineering, Inc. report are 

higher than those estimated by the County.  It was considered in 2002 by County 
staff that the numbers reported may have been an overestimation of groundwater 
demand.  If the information used within the report is not reflective of current or 
projected groundwater consumption at the Barona Indian Reservation, the County 
would appreciate updated substantiated groundwater consumption data for utilization 
in this study.  It should be noted that the County did not include the recent reduction 
of turf on the golf course in its calculations since this change occurred in 2009.  The 
County information is based on information that was available in or around April 
2008, which is when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated for public 
review.  This is consistent with Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states, 
“an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the NOP is published.”  

 
 By revising the water demand to include reductions of about 12 acres of turf in 2009, 

the conclusions for the Barona basin’s cumulative groundwater impacts would still 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
T1-7 The General Plan Update Groundwater Study has been revised in Section 2.4 to 

include additional information to clarify the statement that the Reservation exceeds 
its sustainable yield.  The report was updated with information from the Report on the 
Need for Emergency Water Supply prepared for the Barona Tribal Water Authority by 
Civiltec Engineering, Inc. dated May 28, 2002.  In regard to the 750 confidential well 
logs, the locations are shown on Figure 3-10.  The County has no records from wells 
on the Reservation.  The closest off-Reservation well log information was from wells 
along Old Barona Road and Wildcat Canyon Road.  

 
T1-8 The General Plan Update Groundwater Study did not document a hydrologic 

connection, nor a disconnection, between the Barona Band’s activities and off-
Reservation groundwater users.  The basin was not divided into separate sub-basins 
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or micro-basins within the study because the County conservatively considers the 
basin to be connected in order to aid in future planning of development within County 
jurisdiction within the Barona hydrologic sub-area.  The General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study has been revised in Section 2.73, Section 3.1.2.3, and Section 
3.5.1.1 to clarify that it is unknown whether there has been well interference from 
Barona Indian Reservation pumping to off-Reservation residences due to lack of 
data available to make such a correlation. 

 
T1-9 The County’s approach in estimating the Reservation’s existing groundwater demand 

is discussed in response to comment T1-6 above.  The existing off-Reservation 
groundwater demand was estimated based on methodology described within the 
Section 3.1.2.3 of the General Plan Update Groundwater Study.  

 
T1-10 Figure 3.10 does not depict the Barona Indian Reservation as having the potential for 

low well yield nor does it depict any well locations on the Barona Indian Reservation 
since the County has no records of well locations on the Reservation.  The map does 
depict 31 wells along the Old Barona Road and Wildcat Canyon Road area.  See 
also response to comment T1-1 above. 

 
T1-11 The County respectfully disagrees that the General Plan Update Groundwater Study 

treats lands of the Barona Indian Reservation as if they were subject to control and 
jurisdiction of San Diego County.  Section 3.1.2.3 of the Groundwater Study 
describes that basin boundaries were redrawn to exclude Indian Reservation lands 
from analysis in recognition of tribal rights to groundwater beneath those lands.  The 
only exception was in cases where a given Indian Reservation exceeds its 
sustainable yield to the potential detriment of off-Reservation groundwater users.  
Including tribal lands that exceed their sustainable yield in the groundwater study 
allows for the County to plan for a potential reduction of future development of lands 
under County jurisdiction adjacent to such tribal lands based on overdraft conditions 
of the groundwater resources.  The County conservatively considered the entire 
Barona hydrologic sub-area to be connected for purposes of planning new 
development.  Since the Barona Reservation exceeds its sustainable yield, this 
impact must be considered in future off-Reservation groundwater dependent 
development in the Barona hydrologic sub-area. 

 
T1-12 The groundwater study included the Barona Indian Reservation in its analysis to take 

into consideration groundwater impacts on future off-Reservation groundwater-
dependent development.  Such analysis in no way infringes upon the tribal 
groundwater rights of the Barona Indian Reservation. 
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T2-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
T2-2 County agrees with this information.  No further response is required. 
 
T2-3 The County does not agree with the comment that formal use of government to 

government consultation does not occur in San Diego County.  While there is always 
room for improvement in communications between the Tribes and the County, a 
good faith effort has been made by the County to engage the Tribes in a dialogue 
concerning the General Plan Update since 2005.   

 
T2-4 The County acknowledges this comment, but did not make any changes to the 

General Plan text. 
 
T2-5 In reference to Land Use Element Goal LU-1, this comment notes that it is well 

known that the tribes have a need for future expansion, particularly for parcels within 
or adjacent to the Reservations.  The County acknowledges this comment, but does 
not concur that changes to Goal LU-1 are necessary.  This goal is intended to be a 
broad statement that ties the land use plan with the overall guiding principles of the 
General Plan.  

 
T2-6 The County does not agree that the General Plan document has significant and 

substantive flaws because it utilizes planning group documents.  The County 
acknowledges that development of the General Plan documents relied heavily on 
input from community planning and sponsor groups, as well as other stakeholders, 
but does not concur that this created a flaw in the General Plan.  On the contrary, the 
community input has assisted in ensuring that the County retains its overall character 
comprised of diverse communities. 

 
T2-7 This comment states that economic viability cannot be addressed properly without 

also addressing the impacts of downzoning and including tribal economies and 
plans.  The County acknowledges that the tribal economies are an integral part of the 
County's economy and Policy LU-2.6 Commercial Viability does not diminish the 
importance of tribal economies.  The intent of Policy LU-2.6 is to ensure that new 
commercial centers do not adversely impact viable existing commercial centers.  
While the County does not have land use authority for commercial centers on tribal 
lands, coordination efforts between the tribes and the County are welcome to 
maximize the viability of commercial centers both on and off of tribal lands.  No 
changes have been made to Policy LU-2.6. 

 
T2-8 This comment questioned whether tribal communities are included in the 

interjurisdictional coordination identified in Goal LU-4.  The intent of the goal is to 
include inter-jurisdictional coordination with tribal communities, and to clarify this 
"tribal governments" has been added to the goal.  

 
T2-9 The County acknowledges that the policies under draft General Plan Goal LU-8 

Aquifers and Groundwater Conservation are limited to areas where the County can 
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exercise its land use authority, such as discretionary development permits, and does 
not address ongoing agricultural uses.     

 
 The comment further states that “future build out on the Reservations” should be 

considered when implementing Policy LU-8.3 Groundwater-Dependent Habitat.  The 
intent of this policy would be to limit groundwater-dependent development that would 
significantly draw down the watertable within an aquifer to a level that would 
adversely impact groundwater-dependent habitat over a prolonged period.  In 
evaluating potential impacts to groundwater-dependent habitat for future 
development reliant on groundwater, baseline hydrologic conditions are required to 
be established which take into consideration existing Tribal pumping along with 
existing groundwater pumping by County groundwater users. 

 
T2-10 This comment contends that the County does not adequately consider the land use 

plans of tribal communities in the areas of water quantity (groundwater quantification 
model) and quality, economic impacts, and property development rights.  The 
responses to these assertions, which did not result in changes to the draft General 
Plan or DEIR, are provided as follows:   

 
 Water quantity - It is unclear what “equitable allocation of the groundwater 

quantification model” means and, therefore, no further response can be provided.   

 Water quality - The County does receive water quality data from a number of 
sources.  However, it is unclear what “access to distribution systems” refers to.  
While the County does have regulatory control over proposed land uses in the 
backcountry, the County does not actively manage water in the role of a public 
water service agency nor does it have the resources or capabilities of providing 
anyone in the backcountry access to distribution systems. 

 Economic Impacts of Downzoning - The County does not agree with this 
comment.  Social and economic effects themselves are not required to be 
evaluated in an EIR, although they may be used to determine that physical 
change is caused by the project.  Here, the County has determined that no 
physical change will result from any economic or social changes resulting from 
the project.  See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e). 

 Property Development Rights - The comment expressed concern that if property 
rights become a commodity they should be kept within the rural zones where 
they are created.  The County appreciates this comment, which will be 
considered.  Since this issue does not pertain to the content of the DEIR, no 
further response or revision is necessary. 

 
T2-11 The County disagrees that there was insufficient coordination between the tribes and 

the County during the General Plan Update planning process and that an adequate 
EIR is impossible because of this.  The General Plan Update process involved a 
broad spectrum of the community through an extensive public outreach program that 
included hundreds of meetings, mailings, e-mail updates, a hotline, and website 
updates.  In 2006 the County notified all tribal representatives regarding the 
opportunity to consult pursuant to SB18.  As a result, meetings were held with the six 
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tribes who requested a meeting.  During this process, the County made a conscious 
decision to focus development in accordance with the Community Development 
Model (Guiding Principle #2), which meant that rural lands around tribal reservations 
would remain rural.  The County is willing to meet with the Campo tribe to discuss 
this further.   

 
T2-12 This comment noted that DEIR Table 1-12 is missing many significant projects 

proposed for the Campo Indian Reservation.  The County information is based on 
information that was available in or around April 2008, which is when the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) was circulated for public review.  This is consistent with Section 
15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states, “an EIR must include a description of 
the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the 
time the NOP is published.”  The County made every effort to obtain a through list of 
past, present and probably future projects from the Campo Band of Mission 
(Kumeyaay) Indians.  Any updated information would be greatly appreciated. 

 
 The comment further stated that the DEIR does not acknowledge that industrial and 

commercial zones existing on the tribal lands.  Commercial and industrial zones on 
tribal lands were not addressed in the cumulative analysis of the DEIR because they 
did not appear to qualify as past, present or probable future projects at the time the 
NOP was published.”  However, it should be noted that existing land uses on the 
Indian Reservations were included in the traffic model data to forecast existing traffic 
volumes, average vehicle miles traveled, and air quality.   

 
T2-13 This comment suggests that the analysis in DEIR Section 2.1 Aesthetics is 

meaningless because scenic vistas were identified over tribal lands without the 
concurrence of the tribes.  The County acknowledges that scenic vistas identified in 
the DEIR include areas on Indian Reservations, but does not concur that their 
inclusion is meaningless.  Section 2.1.4.1 Issue 1 Scenic Vistas recognizes that 
there are projects on the reservations, which could have the potential to impact the 
scenic vistas.  In addition, the analysis focuses on whether development under the 
General Plan Update would disrupt the identified scenic vistas; it does not establish 
regulations that would impede other agencies from carrying out actions within their 
own jurisdictions.  General Plan Update Policy COS-11.4 Collaboration with 
Agencies and Jurisdictions has also been amended to include "tribal governments” in 
response to this comment. 

 
T2-14 This comment states that the location of Palomar and Mount Laguna Observatories 

were determined without an analysis of the long term economic impacts to the tribal 
communities.  However, it should be recognized that the Palomar and Mount Laguna 
Observatories are existing land uses and the General Plan Update would not affect 
their location or operations.  Therefore there is no requirement for the EIR to analyze 
the impacts of these facilities on reservations.  

 
 Regarding coordination with tribes, policy COS-13.3 and mitigation measure Aes-4.3 

have been added to acknowledge the necessary collaboration with tribal 
governments. 
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 "COS-13.3 Collaboration to Retain Night Skies.  Coordinate with adjacent federal 
and State agencies, local jurisdictions, and tribal governments to retain the 
quality of night skies by minimizing light pollution." 

 "Aes-4.3: Participate in regional planning and planning by agencies operating 
within or adjacent to the County to the extent practicable.  This includes 
participation in SANDAG and other regional planning forums, reviewing and 
commenting on planning and environmental documents issued by other 
agencies, and ongoing collaboration with Native American tribes and adjacent 
jurisdictions." 

 
T2-15 This comment asserts that the DEIR did not consider the potential direct impacts to 

tribal communities from the unrestricted use of groundwater for agricultural purposes.  
The County does not agree with this comment.  The General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study evaluated impacts to groundwater resources taking into 
consideration reported agricultural irrigation known to be occurring throughout the 
study area.  With the inclusion of agricultural users in the impacts analysis, Section 
3.6.5 of the study evaluated potential impacts to groundwater resources to 
neighboring tribal lands.  Impacts were considered to be less than significant.  Over 
the years there have been a few sporadic cases of overuse of water by existing 
agricultural users brought to the County’s attention.  However, overall, these have 
been the exceptions rather than the norm.  The majority of homes in the backcountry 
typically consumptively use approximately 0.5 acre-feet of groundwater per year per 
household.  There are some who use more and some who use none at all due to 
homes being vacant.  It is possible that future agricultural uses could cause localized 
groundwater impacts that were not evaluated as part of the study.  However, in order 
for a public agency to regulate a specific use, there typically must be significant 
problems occurring which would trigger regulations.  The County is not aware of any 
specific cases where agricultural irrigation from groundwater users in the County is 
creating significant regional impacts to groundwater resources of tribal lands.  If the 
commenter is aware of specific cases, the County should be informed. 

 
 The comment also includes a quote from DEIR Section 2.2.3.1.  The cited sentence 

is part of the analysis concerning whether or not the General Plan Update would 
directly convert San Diego County Agricultural Resources (including, but not limited 
to, Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance, 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency), or other agricultural resources, to non-agricultural use.  The 
finding that the General Plan Update would not result in such direct conversion on 
lands outside the County jurisdiction is reasonable given this significance guideline.    

 
T2-16 This comment notes that DEIR Section 2.1.1.5 Community Character, under the 

Boulevard heading, identifies the Golden Acorn Casino as "being outside the 
community character of small rural business.”  The County does not concur that the 
DEIR should be changed to discuss the community character of the Reservation 
since this is outside the jurisdiction of the County and not addressed by the DEIR.  
Therefore, no revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this comment. 
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T2-17 This comment criticizes the DEIR Section 2.1.4.2 Issue 2 Scenic Resources due to 
the stated conclusion that potential impacts to the scenic resources of the 
Reservation could result with construction of a casino and hotel on the La Jolla 
Reservation.  The DEIR is meant to be an unbiased objective analysis of the impacts 
that would result to County-wide scenic resources from implementation of the 
proposed project, along with the projects of other jurisdictions, agencies, and tribal 
governments within the County.  The County recognizes that any construction on 
Indian Reservations falls under the jurisdiction of the Reservation.  Therefore, no 
revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this comment.   

 
T2-18 This comment notes that construction of the Jacumba Valley Ranch project could 

result in some shorter commute times for local employees, although the DEIR 
Section 2.3 Air Quality identifies it as a source of increased emissions.  The 
construction of Jacumba Valley Ranch could result in shorter commute times by local 
employees; however, the General Plan Update vehicle miles traveled (VMT) forecast 
model determined that VMT would be increased with the project.  Additionally, even 
with some reduced commutes, it is likely that development of the Jacumba Valley 
Ranch project will result in an overall increase in VMT because employment will not 
be exclusive to the nearby employers and many trips to schools, services, and 
shopping will likely extend beyond the area.  Therefore, no revisions were made to 
the DEIR in response to this comment. 

 
T2-19 This comment notes that DEIR Section 2.3 Air Quality fails to acknowledge that the 

Indian Reservations have the potential to designate their lands as Class 1 areas and 
the DEIR did not identify the potential impacts that would result from such a 
designation.  Based on all available public information, the County could find no 
indications that any local tribal lands may be designated as Class 1 areas.  Since this 
does not appear to be an existing or foreseeable designation, the County does not 
agree that this issue should be evaluated in the DEIR. 

 
T2-20 The County's approach to evaluating impacts to wildlife is consistent with CEQA.  

The County agrees that cattle grazing and agriculture qualify as impacts to biological 
resources.  The County also finds, as discussed in the DEIR, that other land uses 
associated with the General Plan Update may have a significant effect on wildlife and 
habitat.  It should be clarified that the County does not strive for a "lack of human 
activity" within natural ecosystems, but does seek to minimize adverse effects of land 
use and development. 

 
T2-21 The County does not agree that the DEIR discussion of Army Corps of Engineers' 

regulations should include details such as whether or not cattle grazing would be 
regulated.  The descriptions provided are general overviews based on the latest 
available information.  The determination as to whether or not a project requires a 
permit from the Army Corps of Engineers depends on numerous factors in addition to 
the location and the proposed use.  However, these case-by-case decisions would 
not affect the overall analysis provided in the DEIR or the determination that impacts 
to federally protected wetlands would be potentially significant but mitigated. 
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T2-22 The County agrees with this comment and has revised the DEIR Section 2.5 Cultural 
Resources, Native American Perspective, by adding the following sentence:   

 
 “Some anthropologists and archaeologist concur with the Native American 

perspective of the continuity of descent from the earliest County inhabitants, and 
recognize the possibility that the descendents of the earlier cultures in the County 
are the later cultures resulted from the absorption and intermarriage with the earlier 
peoples.” 

 
T2-23 The County respectfully disagrees that the inclusion of the Barona Indian 

Reservation is for the intention of obtaining unused recharge from Reservations for 
off-Reservation use.  Section 3.1.2.3 of General Plan Update Groundwater Study 
describes that basin boundaries were redrawn to exclude Indian Reservation lands 
from analysis.  In recognition of tribal rights to groundwater beneath their lands, the 
study did not include any groundwater recharge or storage from Indian Reservations 
as a potential net benefit of County users.  The only exception was in cases where a 
given Indian Reservation exceeds its sustainable yield to the potential detriment of 
off-Reservation groundwater users.  The County conservatively considered the entire 
Barona hydrologic sub-area to be connected for purposes of planning new 
development.  Since the Barona Reservation exceeds its sustainable yield, the 
inclusion of this impact was used to evaluate groundwater dependent development in 
the Barona hydrologic sub-area.  Therefore, no revisions were made to the DEIR in 
response to this comment. 

 
T2-24 This comment states that the DEIR Section 2.9 Land Use does not include long term 

tribal build-out in its assessment.  The County information is based on information 
that was available in or around April 2008, which is the when the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) was circulated for public review.  This is consistent with Section 
15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states, “an EIR must include a description of 
the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the 
time the NOP is published.”  Therefore, no revisions were made to the DEIR in 
response to this comment. 

 
T2-25 This comment is vague in its description of "short term housing;” however, the 

proposed project would allow for 3,416 additional housing units in the Mountain 
Empire Subregion.  This addition, when compared to the estimated existing 
conditions of 2,694 units, is over double the amount of existing housing.  There is no 
evidence to support the claim that this housing capacity is not sufficient to 
accommodate employees of existing and future jobs in the backcountry.  More likely, 
these housing units will improve the jobs to housing imbalance that exists in the 
Backcountry. 

 
T2-26 Mutual aid agreements with Reservation Fire Departments was discussed in DEIR 

Section 2.13.1.1 and depicted in Figure 2.13-1.  It was determined that discussion of 
mutual aid agreements with Reservation Fire Departments was not necessary in the 
impact analysis as it would not affect the conclusions in the DEIR.  The impact issue 
as provided by CEQA Guidelines is whether or not the project would result in 
physical impacts from new or expanded fire service facilities.  Despite the 
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coordination with Reservation Fire Departments, the County's General Plan Update 
will result in the need for more facilities to support the proposed development.   

 
T2-27 In response to this comment, the Climate Change section of the DEIR has been 

revised to include effects on water quality.  Please see DEIR Section 2.17.3.2 for 
water quality discussion.   

 
T2-28 The County acknowledges this comment and clarifies that this vision is what the 

Boulevard Community Planning Group wrote as what it would like to see in the future 
of the community. 

 
T2-29 The County concurs that it is ideal to have employment centers adjacent to jobs, 

services and other amenities.  However, due to groundwater and other infrastructure 
limitations in the backcountry, intensive smart growth centers are not feasible.  
Therefore, new multi-family densities were not applied in the Mountain Empire 
Subregion.  Furthermore the County does not concur that the reductions in density 
would constitute a taking.  These densities still allow for development to occur on the 
property, but in a pattern that is more reflective of the physical constraints of the 
land. 

 
T2-30 The comment refers to the issue that is followed by the policy, "Promote Boulevard’s 

unique community character, resources, ambiance, and appeal to encourage and 
support business opportunities in Boulevard that display the historic, natural, and 
cultural resources that are prevalent throughout the region."  The County appreciates 
the comment on the issue; however, this is an issue that has been identified by 
community groups in order to preserve rural character.  The policy that follows is a 
positive policy to support appropriate rural business.  Therefore, no revisions have 
been made to the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan as a result of this comment. 

 
T2-31 The County acknowledges the comment, but contends that the County has not 

identified the Astronomical Association as holding the same status as the Mount 
Laguna and Palomar Observatories in the Conservation and Open Space Element of 
the draft General Plan.  The policies provided under Goal LU 3.1 of the Boulevard 
Section of the Subregional Plan would encourage development under the General 
Plan Update to reduce and shield lighting.  The County does not agree that this gives 
special treatment to the Astronomical Association or adversely affects the tribal 
community. 

 
T2-32 The County appreciates this information.  The Campo and Boulevard areas both 

have Volunteer Fire and Rescue Departments; however, CAL FIRE has primary 
responsibility for wildland fire protection in the areas.  The County acknowledges that 
the Campo Reservation Fire Department also provides coverage under mutual aid 
agreement.  The following paragraph was added to the draft Boulevard Section of 
the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan under Issue LU 5.1: 

 
 “The Campo Band of Mission (Kumeyaay) Indians has a full-time fire department that 

provides service to the entire area under mutual aid agreement.  Additional 
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coordination with the Campo Indian reservation is needed to assure continued 
funding.” 

 
T2-33 The County acknowledges the comment, but no revisions were made to the draft 

Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.  Second dwelling units 
(granny flats) would still need to comply with the Groundwater Ordinance, and RV 
park wastewater disposal is regulated by the County.  

 
T2-34 The County appreciates this comment.  The following text was deleted from Issue 

2.1 under the Local Road Network section of the Circulation and Mobility chapter in 
the draft Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan: 

 
 “Potential cumulative traffic impacts and concerns include the two driveways for the 

Golden Acorn Casino Truck and Travel Center that intersect with Historic Route 80 
and Church Road, near the Crestwood / I-8 interchange, along with the La Posta 
Casino just north of the I-8 interchange, and the projected truck traffic for the 
proposed Campo Landfill which will also be using the I-8 /Crestwood interchange 
and Church Road to access the landfill site which is proposed to be located south of 
State Route 94. Landfill traffic will cross State Route 94 at BIA Route 10.” 

 
 Regarding gas tax revenues, the Subregional Plan is not the appropriate document 

in which to lobby that gas tax revenues be used for local roads. 
 
T2-35 The following text was removed from section 2.4 Local Transit of the Circulation and 

Mobility chapter in the Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan: 
 
 “With the permission and support of the local tribal governments, Park & Ride areas 

for carpooling could potentially be set up in remote areas of the Golden Acorn and La 
Posta Casinos parking lots.  Also with coordination, permission and support of the 
tribal governments, their casino shuttle buses which run up and down the mountain 
could serve as a form of rural bus transportation.  With paying riders, this potential 
option could help defray the shuttle bus expenses for the tribes and provide a public 
service at the same time.  This scenario could also provide extra casino business 
from those using the Park & Ride and shuttle bus services.” 

 
 The deleted text was replaced with the following sentence: 
 
 “Opportunities for increased efficiencies, grant monies to supplement transit 

operations, and construction of park and ride facilities should be explored through 
coordination including working with the County, Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) 
and Tribal Governments.” 

 
T2-36 Section 2.3 Fire Access/Egress Routes of the Circulation and Mobility chapter in the 

draft Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan was revised by 
replacing “unless the approval of the Boulevard Planning Group and all impacted 
property and road owners is granted, along with the legally required deeded 
easement grants” with “whenever feasible.” 
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 In addition, the Policy CM 3.1.2 was deleted in its entirety. 
 
T2-37 The County acknowledges that septic systems can contribute to groundwater 

contamination, but did not find it necessary to make revisions to Section 2.8 
Infrastructure and Utilities, Water, Sewer and Septic of the draft Boulevard Section of 
the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan, which primarily discusses the groundwater 
resources in Boulevard. 

 
T2-38 The County does not agree that additional means to conserve water are necessary 

in the draft Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.  
 
T2-39 The opinion expressed by this comment did not result is any revisions to the draft 

Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan. 
 
T2-40 The draft Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan does not claim 

"pure, clean water in the Boulevard area"; therefore, no revisions were made to the 
document as a result of this comment.  

 
T2-41 The County thanks the Campo Band of Mission Indians for the comment; significant 

revisions were made to the Boulevard Community Plan to remove unsubstantiated 
and unnecessary discussion, as well as encourage an effective and professional 
discussion.  In response to this comment, the first three paragraphs from Issue CM 
8.6 under the Energy (natural gas and electricity) heading in section 2.8 
Infrastructure and Utilities of the Circulation and Mobility chapter in the Boulevard 
Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan have been revised, retaining only 
general descriptions of existing facilities and a general framing of the issue, while 
eliminating discussion of proposed projects or other commentary.  Text on the 
electrical power infrastructure will be included only after coordination with SDG&E.  
In addition the fourth paragraph under this issue has been revised replacing “all of 
these” with “there is concern by residents that” and the following has been deleted 
from the end of the first sentence: 

 
 “and pose a threat to the health and safety of Boulevard and the backcountry.”   
 
 In addition, the following has been deleted from the end of the fifth paragraph: 
 
 “expensive, extensive, destructive, and invasive power and transmission projects 

making their way through rural communities, sensitive lands and habitats”. 
 
T2-42 The County appreciates this comment and has made revisions to the draft Boulevard 

Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan as recommended.  The first, 
second, and fourth sentences have been deleted from Issue CM 8.7 under the 
Landfill heading in section 2.8 Infrastructure and Utilities of the Circulation and 
Mobility chapter in the Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.  
Also, the third sentence has been revised as follows: 

 
 “Due to the area’s total reliance on groundwater resources, any new landfills are 

required to meet U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standards, including 
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the requirement to install a leachate collection system.  the landfill site is located 
within the federally designated Campo-Cottonwood Creek Sole Source Aquifer and 
is abutted on three sides by private property.” 

 
T2-43 The County appreciates the comment, but it does not appear to raise any specific 

issues regarding the plant and animal habitat section of the Conservation and Open 
Space Chapter in the Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.  
It should be noted that since goals and policies are not included under this issue, the 
issue text has been relocated to the Community Background section and has been 
fact-checked with the MSCP division of the Department of Planning and Land Use 
and the necessary revisions have been made. 

 
T2-44 The County appreciates this comment.  Air quality issues are more comprehensively 

addressed in the draft General Plan (see Conservation and Open Space Element, 
Goals 14-20).  Therefore, Goal COS 1.5 and Policy COS 1.5.1 have been deleted 
under the Air Quality section of the Conservation and Open Space Chapter in the 
Boulevard Section of the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan. 

 
 In addition, the following was deleted from issue COS 2.2 concerning off-road 

vehicles under the Parks, Recreation, and Open Space section: 
 
 “adjacent to private property which has generated complaints of noise, dust and 

lights.  Federal and tribal trust lands are not subject to County regulation or 
enforcement.” 

 
T2-45 The County appreciates the comment regarding the Parks, Recreation, and Open 

Space section of the Boulevard Plan.  No revisions to the draft Boulevard Section of 
the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan were necessary in response to this comment. 
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T3-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
T3-2 The County acknowledges this comment.  Many of the suggestions and comments 

made by Ms. Coyle have been incorporated into the various General Plan Update 
documents 

 
T3-3 The County has revised the Implementation Section of the General Plan Update 

pursuant to comments discussed at the July 29, 2009 meeting.  Comments related to 
the Guidelines for Determining Significance: Cultural Resources were noted at that 
meeting to be included in subsequent updates to the guidelines, which are not a part 
of the General Plan Update documents. 

 
T3-4 The comment is acknowledged.  The County recognizes the Lucas Ranch as a 

property with a unique history. 
 
T3-5 The County agrees with this comment that three of the four DEIR land use 

alternatives designate the subject property as RL-40, or one dwelling unit per 40 
acres.  The fact that the Environmentally Superior Alternative has a land use 
designation of RL-80 (one dwelling unit per 80 acres) was discussed at the July 29, 
2009 meeting with the commenter and property owner and it was noted that the Pine 
Valley Planning Group supported that alternative.  In response to a suggestion by the 
County, the property owner Carmen Lucas met with the Pine Valley Community 
Planning Group and they have since endorsed her request for an RL-40 designation 
on her property.  It should be noted that these designations for the property will not 
be considered when adopting the General Plan Update land use map because the 
Lucas Ranch property is subject to the Forest Conservation Initiative (FCI).  Any 
changes to existing General Plan land use designation for this property can only 
occur after December 31, 2010, when the FCI expires and the General Plan land use 
map is amended to include those parcels.  

 
T3-6 This comment notes that the 1947 Congressional Act resulted in a patent in fee to 

surviving members of the Laguna Band of Mission Indians that would require the 
Lucas Ranch to be subdivided into five parcels, which would require a density of no 
less than RL-40.  The County appreciates this information.  As noted above in 
response to comment T3-5, the property is subject to the FCI and, therefore, will not 
be re-designated until after December 31, 2010.  The information in this comment 
will be included in the documents for consideration by the Board of Supervisors at 
that time when the land use map is amended to include the property. 

 
T3-7 Please refer to response to comment T3-5 above.  No changes to the DEIR are 

necessary since all FCI lands shall remain unchanged until after December 31, 2010. 
 
T3-8 This comment provides concluding remarks for which a response is not required. 
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T4-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
T4-2 The County encourages the continued involvement in the preparation process of the 

General Plan Update.  All of these comments and the County's responses will be 
part of the official record of approval for the project. 

 
T4-3 The County concurs with this comment, which does not raise any specific issues 

related to the General Plan Update or DEIR. 
 
T4-4 The County acknowledges the concern of the Pechanga Tribe for the protection of 

cultural resources and the proper treatment of cultural items including Native 
American human remains and sacred items.  The County shares these concerns.  
The comment does not raise any specific issues related to the General Plan Update 
or DEIR. 

 
T4-5 The County appreciates the documentation of the extent of Luiseño ancestral 

territory and acknowledges that Pechanga considers any resources located within 
this regional area to be Pechanga cultural resources.  No changes to the DEIR were 
made as a result of this comment.  

 
T4-6 The County appreciates the documentation of the ethnographic details of Pechanga 

Tribe’s knowledge of their ancestral boundaries.  No changes to the DEIR were 
made as a result of this comment.  

 
T4-7 The County appreciates this information on Luiseño history.  No changes to the 

DEIR were made as a result of this comment. 
 
T4-8 The County appreciates this information on Luiseño history and territory.  No 

changes to the DEIR were made as a result of this comment.  
 
T4-9 The County appreciates the documentation of Luiseño and Pechanga Tribal and 

ethnographic history and reasons for their close ties to the land.  No changes to the 
DEIR were made as a result of this comment.  

 
T4-10 The County appreciates and acknowledges Pechanga's history of involvement with 

projects in San Diego County.  
 
T4-11 The County appreciates Pechanga's willingness to share information about the tribe 

and will consult with the tribe as cultural resource issues arise in the region 
described by the commenter. 

 
T4-12 The County has received and responded to previous comments from the Pechanga 

Tribe, and all of these have been incorporated into the public record for the General 
Plan Update.  

 
T4-13 The County agrees with this comment and has revised Policy COS-7.3 to be in its 

original form as recommended.   
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T4-14 The County appreciates the Pechanga Band of Luiseño Indians' willingness to 

further work with the County on land planning issues. 
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T5-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
T5-2 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  The County is also 

concerned about the preservation and sensitive treatment of cultural resources, 
Native American human remains, burial areas and sacred areas.  No revisions were 
made to the DEIR in response to this comment. 

 
T5-3 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  Please also refer to 

response to comment T5-2 above. 
 
T5-4 The County concurs that mitigation requiring the presence of Native American 

Monitors is important when grading is to occur in the vicinity of archaeological 
resources and has added the following mitigation measure: 

 
 “Cul-2.5 Protect undiscovered subsurface archaeological resources by requiring 

grading monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and a Native American monitor for 
ground disturbing activities in the vicinity of known archaeological resources, and 
also, when feasible, during initial surveys.”  

 
 In addition, mitigation measure Cul-1.6 (carried over from the previous Section) 

states:  “Implement, and update as necessary, the County’s Guidelines for 
Determining Significance for Cultural Resources to identify and minimize adverse 
impacts to historic and archaeological resources.”  The Significance Guidelines 
require the use of Native American monitors for ground-disturbing activities 
whenever feasible.  

 
T5-5 The County does not agree that an additional mitigation measure should be added to 

Section 2.5.6.4.  This issue is addressed already under mitigation measure Cul-4.1, 
which is intended to be general and to require that the County include detailed 
mitigation procedures for individual projects.  Any agreement for the disposition of 
human remains would be between the landowner and the affiliated Tribe.  The 
County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance, Cultural Resources 
and CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(d) state that when an initial study identifies the 
existence, or the probable likelihood, of Native American human remains within the 
project, a lead agency shall work with the appropriate Native Americans as identified 
by the Native American Heritage Commission as provided in Pubic Resources Code 
Section 5097.98.  If human remains are identified, the applicant may enter into an 
agreement with the tribes for treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the 
human remains and any items associated with Native American burials with the 
appropriate Native Americans as identified by the Native American Heritage 
Commission.   

 
T5-6 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment, and has revised a policy 

under Section 2.5.6.4.  Policy COS-7.5 of Section 2.5.6.4 refers specifically to human 
remains and is intended to be a general policy statement that allows the County to 
require specific mitigation measures for individual development projects.  Policy 
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COS-7.5 has been expanded to state, “the disposition and handling of human 
remains will be done in consultation with the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) and 
under the requirements of Federal, State and County Regulations".  In Section 
2.5.6.2, the County already includes Policy COS-7.3, which addresses appropriate 
treatment and preservation of archaeological resources.   

 
T5-7 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment.  County guidelines state 

that recovered artifacts are required to be curated at a federally approved facility.  If 
human remains or associated grave goods are identified during the course of 
excavation or grading monitoring, an MLD will be contacted, and  may make 
recommendation to the landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work, 
for means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains 
and any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98 or, the landowner or his authorized representative shall rebury the Native 
American human remains and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on 
the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.  Therefore, 
no revisions were made to the DEIR as a result of this comment. 

 
T5-8  This comment provides concluding remarks for which a response is not required. 
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T6-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

 
T6-2 The County does not agree that Sycuan and other tribal governments were not 

adequately involved in the development of a General Plan Update land use plan.  
The General Plan Update planning process involved a broad spectrum of the 
community through an extensive public outreach program that included hundreds of 
meetings, mailings, e-mail updates, a hotline, and a website.  In 2006 the County 
notified all tribal representatives regarding the opportunity to consult pursuant to 
SB18.  As a result, meetings were held with six tribes requesting a meeting, including 
Sycuan.  During this process, the County made a conscious decision to focus 
development in accordance with the Community Development Model (Guiding 
Principle #2), which meant that rural lands around tribal reservations would remain 
rural.  The County is willing to meet further with the Sycuan Tribe to discuss this 
further. 

 
T6-3 The County does not agree previous development or proposed land use plans will 

force tribal governments to forfeit development opportunities on their reservations 
and surrounding lands.  The County does not have land use authority on tribal 
reservations and adjacent land taken into trust by the Tribes.  In the spirit of 
continued coordination, the County would welcome an opportunity to discuss long-
term development plans on and around the Reservation with Sycuan 
representatives. 

 
T6-4 The County acknowledges that early in the General Plan Update planning process a 

conscious decision was made to focus development in accordance with the 
Community Development Model and to limit development in areas without sufficient 
infrastructure.  The County does not concur that the General Plan Update forces 
Tribal governments to bear all the burden of infrastructure improvements.  For 
example, the General Plan Update road network classifies Dehesa Road, a primary 
access route for the Reservation, as a Major Road.  This classification would widen 
the road from two to four lanes.  The improvements necessary to accommodate 
traffic on this road are primarily a result of existing and forecasted traffic generated 
by the Sycuan casino and expansion plans on the reservation.  However, these 
improvements would be funded using Transportation Impact Fees (TIF) generated by 
private (non-tribal) development and any cost-sharing agreements negotiated with 
the tribal government.  

 
T6-5 The County does not agree with this comment.  The rural designations on lands 

surrounding the reservation are consistent with the Community Development Model 
applied to the entire unincorporated area and are not designed to artificially create 
"land use conflicts" for future fee-to-trust applications.  Moreover, the County does 
not have approval authority for fee-to-trust applications. 

 
T6-6 The County acknowledges that land taken into trust by tribal governments is not 

subject to County land use restrictions.  The County does not agree that maintaining 
Specific Plan designations for certain lands is inappropriate.  The example in this 
comment is the Sloan Canyon mine (Conrock/Fenton Specific Planning Area).  This 
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approved Specific Plan was implemented and is still valid; therefore, the County 
does not propose to modify it.  Only those Specific Plans which have gone many 
years without any progress toward implementation are proposed to be removed 
under the General Plan Update. 

 
T6-7 The County disagrees that cultural resource considerations are an afterthought in 

County planning procedures.  General Plan Update Policies COS-7.1 Archaeological 
Protection, COS-7.2 Open Space Easements, COS-7.4 Consultation with Affected 
Communities, and COS-7.5 Treatment of Human Remains all require consultation 
with tribes.  In addition, the following measures in the draft Implementation Plan also 
require consultation with tribes: 5.7.1.E Tribal Monitors, 5.7.1.I Consultation, 5.7.1.K 
Treatment of Resources, 5.7.1.L Regional Collaboration, and 5.7.1.M Human 
Remains.  Regarding the County trails planning process, trails were proposed for the 
master plan through a public outreach process.  Prior to the actual construction of a 
proposed trail, the County must have the agreement of the property owner and the 
consultations referred to above concerning disturbance of resources would occur. 

 
T6-8 The County appreciates this information.  The following has been added to the end 

of the first paragraph under “Community Background” in the Crest/Dehesa/Harbison 
Canyon/Granite Hills Subregional Plan: 

 
 "along with 177.5 acres held in trust for Sycuan by the federal government.” 
 
T6-9 The County appreciates the information provided in this comment.  The following has 

been added to the beginning of the first paragraph in the Community Background 
section of the Crest/Dehesa/Harbison Canyon/Granite Hills Subregional Plan, under 
the “History” heading: 

 
 “The earliest documented inhabitants of what is now San Diego County are known 

as the San Dieguito Paleo-Indians, and there is evidence of them dating back 10,000 
B.C. in the Valley.  The Sycuan people and their ancestors have lived in the San 
Diego area for 12,000 years.” 

 
T6-10 The County concurs with this comment.  In the Community Background section of 

the Crest/Dehesa/Harbison Canyon/Granite Hills Subregional Plan, under the 
“Existing Land Uses and Community Character” heading under Dehesa, the last 
sentence in the third paragraph has been deleted pursuant to this comment. 

 
T6-11 The County appreciates this corrected information.  In the Community Background 

section of the Crest/Dehesa/Harbison Canyon/Granite Hills Subregional Plan, under 
the “Existing Community Facilities and Infrastructure” heading under Community 
Facilities in Dehesa, the third bullet has been revised to reflect that the Sycuan 
Resort Public use of golf course is 373 acres, rather than 325 acres. 

 
T6-12 The County appreciates this comment.  In the Community Background section of the 

Crest/Dehesa/Harbison Canyon/Granite Hills Subregional Plan, under the “Public 
Safety” heading under Fire Protection, the text was revised to remove Sycuan from 
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the list of volunteer fire stations.  In addition, the following has been added to the end 
of the section as recommended: 

 
 “In addition to the San Miguel and the San Diego Rural Fire Protection District, the 

Sycuan Fire Department (SFD) is a full-time fire department that is staffed 24 hours a 
day, seven days per week.  The SFD has existing automatic aid agreements with the 
San Diego Rural and the San Miguel Fire Protection District that includes East 
County Fire.” 

 
T6-13 Table 1-12 in Chapter 1 of the DEIR lists any past, present or probable future 

projects on the Indian Reservations for which the County has some information.  
Some projects were identified in either Draft Environmental Impact Statements, 
newspaper articles, or State compacts.  The list of projects is primarily used for traffic 
forecast modeling and the County generally takes the conservative approach by 
identifying any known probable projects to ensure that the potential impacts are 
analyzed.  The projects provided in Table 1-12 were included only in the Cumulative 
Impacts analysis.  This list of projects is based on information that was available on 
or around April 2008, which is the when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was 
circulated for public review.  This is consistent with Section 15125 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, which states, “an EIR must include a description of the physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the 
NOP is published.”  No changes have been made to the DEIR as a result of this 
comment. 

 
T6-14 The County appreciates this corrected information.  DEIR Section 2.9, Land Use, has 

been revised to change "600" to "818" acres comprising the Reservation and lands 
held in trust.  In addition, the following sentence was added: 

 
 "Sycuan also owns an additional 2,037 acres of fee land that it is seeking to have 

taken into trust." 
 
T6-15 The County acknowledges that the reference to the casino noise source in DEIR 

Table 2.11-5 could be misleading.  As a result, the seventh paragraph, third 
sentence of DEIR Section 2.11.3.3, Issue 3: Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise 
Levels Industrial, under the heading “Agricultural, or other Noise-Generating Uses” 
has been revised by deleting the reference to Table 2.11-5 and adding “however, it is 
recognized that casino traffic is not the only traffic using this road” at the end of the 
sentence.  In addition, the reference to the casino noise source and noise level has 
been removed from Table 2.11-5. 

 
T6-16 The County appreciates this information.  The DEIR Section 2.16, Utilities, has been 

revised to show that Sycuan is in discussions to be annexed into the Otay Water 
District (OWD), rather than the Helix Water District (HWD).  In addition, the following 
sentence was added: 

  
"All other Sycuan trust lands and lands owned by the Sycuan Band in fee are within 
the boundaries of either the PDMWD or the OWD." 
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T6-17 While the County does not know which specific property is being referred to as the 
Smith Ranch, the lands owned by Sycuan that are proposed for Rural Lands 
designations were found to have steep slopes, which is why the lower density 
designations were chosen.  The County acknowledges that although some 
stakeholders expressed their opinion during the planning process that the General 
Plan Update should include residential densities to increase housing stock near the 
casinos, the land use alternatives analyzed in the DEIR more closely followed the 
Community Development Model and generally lowered densities around casinos. 

 
T6-18 The County appreciates the Sycuan Band of Kumeyaay Nation's support for 

affordable housing and its desire to work cooperatively to establish affordable 
housing opportunities. 

 
T6-19 The County appreciates the Sycuan Band of Kumeyaay Nation's willingness to work 

with the County on land planning issues. 
 


	T 1 Barona R2C
	T 2 Campo R2C
	T 3 Kwaaymii Lgna R2C
	T 4 Pechanga R2C
	T 5 San Luis Rey R2C
	T 6 Sycuan R2C

